T he transition from urinary glucose measurement to more sophisticated self-monitoring of blood glucose (SMBG) systems in the 1970s and 1980s dramatically changed the approach to and understanding of diabetes management (1) . Innovations in the design and technology of portable blood glucose meters have become integral to the success of intensive treatment of both type 1 and type 2 diabetes, and the outcome of this treatment has led to a tremendous decrease in the development of long-term micro-and macrovascular complications (2) (3) (4) . However, intensive insulin therapy has its limitations, including increased frequency of hypoglycemia and the need for frequent SMBG testing.
In the past decade, continuous glucose monitoring (CGM) technology has evolved into a novel tool to support diabetes management. Unlike conventional glucose meters, which provide a snapshot of the blood glucose value at the time of testing, CGM provides semi-continuous information about glucose levels. It does this indirectly, by extrapolating blood glucose levels from interstitial fluid glucose via an algorithm. Importantly, CGM allows users to make decisions regarding their dayto-day diabetes management using real-time glucose trends. Along with this information, CGM systems provide customizable hypo-and hyperglycemia alarms and display trends of the rate of change of glucose levels. Most recently, CGM systems have been integrated with insulin pumps and are being used in artificial pancreas clinical trials. In this article, we discuss the clinical benefits of CGM; its challenges, including accuracy and user experience; and its present and future role in the management of diabetes.
Clinical Benefits of CGM
Numerous studies have explored whether sustained use of CGM offers clinical benefits in individuals with diabetes. Randomized, multicenter clinical trials have shown improved glycemic control in adults with type 1 diabetes using CGM compared to those using SMBG and a reduction in the time spent in hypoglycemia with concomitant improvement in A1C for those using CGM technology (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) . Even in patients with type 1 diabetes whose diabetes was well controlled at baseline with an A1C <7%, CGM reduced the time spent out of range (≤70 or >180 mg/dL) with stable A1C levels after 6 months (11). In patients with type 2 diabetes, CGM has also been shown to improve A1C and reduce the time spent outside of glycemic targets, with the largest reduction in patients with a baseline A1C >9% (12,13).
Adherence to and frequency of CGM use over time has been a particularly important aspect of the associated reduction in A1C. More frequent CGM use in all age-groups has been associated with greater A1C reduction from baseline to 6 months (14) . Both the Juvenile Diabetes In its 2015 CGM summit white paper, AADE outlined the benefits of CGM therapy in identifying glycemic excursions, characterizing the effects of physical activity and highglycemic index meals on glucose levels, and mitigating hypoglycemia frequency and severity via alerts and alarms for impending hypoglycemia (19) . Most importantly, AADE emphasized the need to adequately select and train patients who wish to use CGM technology. Training is essential to understanding appropriate calibration of the device and factors that can influence sensor accuracy, the lag time between CGM values and SMBG values, and the meaning of glucose trend information (i.e., rising or falling glucose levels). Setting up individualized alarms and alerts is of paramount importance to prevent alarm fatigue; similarly, it is important to train patients to monitor for skin problems, allergic reactions, sensitivity caused by tape (e.g., itching, redness, or hives), or poor CGM sensor adhesion that may affect long-term use of CGM (19) .
The successful adoption of CGM technology also greatly depends on clinician education. As described in the 2016 AACE consensus, CGM training programs should be available to all health care providers involved in the diabetes management of patients using CGM therapy. Training should address not only knowledge of the available systems to effectively deliver CGM patient education, but also information regarding how to interpret the CGM data reviewed during clinical visits (20). Presently, several downloadable reports are available, requiring brand-specific software. The availability of a downloadable report that is standardized for all CGM device brands would greatly facilitate data interpretation for both patients and clinicians (20).
Accuracy of CGM Systems
Subcutaneous CGM sensors measure glucose concentration in the body's interstitial fluid and use advanced algorithms to extrapolate blood glucose levels from these readings. Because CGM does not provide a direct measurement of blood glucose, intermittent calibration with capillary glucose measurements is needed. Although this calibration helps, it is noteworthy that a physiological time lag of glucose transport from the intravascular to the subcutaneous interstitial space is a major determinant of sensor accuracy (21). Studies have demonstrated that this time lag is ~7-8 minutes in the overnight fasted state in adults with type 1 diabetes (21) and ~5-6 minutes in healthy individuals without diabetes (22). Most recently, the time lag of interstitial fluid sensors was estimated to be as little as 5-6 minutes in adults with type 1 or type 2 diabetes (23). Understanding the physiological mechanisms underlying CGM technology, such as the time lag of glucose transport, allows better refinement of the predictive algorithms used in the alarm and trend features, as well as in closed-loop systems.
Another important factor in determining sensor accuracy is the calibration made with blood glucose measurements. Therefore, the accuracy of the SMBG system used for calibration plays an important role in determining CGM sensor accuracy such that the more accurate the glucose meter used to calibrate a CGM device is, the more accurate the initial calibration data will be. Historically, the International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 15197 standard has been used to evaluate the accuracy of SMBG systems. The most recent version (2013) requires at least 95% of individual meter results to fall within ± 15 mg/dL for blood glucose concentrations <100 mg/dL and within ± 15% for blood glucose concentrations ≥100 mg/dL (24). In 2014, the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) published a draft guidance document for the premarket evaluation of SMBG devices that stipulates that 95% of all SMBG results should be within ± 15% of the reference measurement across the entire measuring range of the device and that 99% of results are within ± 20% (25) . Although many glucose meters meet the ISO 15197 standard and the new FDA criteria, some do not (26) (27) (28) (29) . Some studies have demonstrated that only 14-67% of SMBG devices meet the 2013 ISO standard (30) . This poses challenges to CGM calibration and therefore to the accuracy of the CGM system as a whole.
CGM accuracy metrics have been categorized into two subtypes: numerical and clinical (31) . Numerical accuracy traditionally has been defined by analyzing single glucose pairs comparing the value obtained from a monitoring device to a standard reference value. These analyses include mean absolute relative difference (MARD), correlation coefficients, and the ISO criteria and have been used to evaluate the accuracy of SMBG systems (31) . Some metrics, such as MARD values, which compare the device values to matched reference glucose measurements, are thought to allow a better comparative assessment of multiple systems' accuracy rather than the binary method as defined by ISO 15197. The smaller the MARD value, expressed as a percentage, the more accurate the device is when compared to the reference glucose value. However, when applied to CGM systems, the above metrics may not fully reflect the additional clinical utility provided by the collection of continuous data regarding glucose fluctuations and rate of change in glucose level.
CGM data are much more complex because of their continuous nature, with each CGM glucose value related in time and direction to the preceding value. Therefore, the numerical metrics described above do not fully measure the clinical accuracy of CGM devices. Traditionally, the clinical accuracy of SMBG devices has been defined by error grid analysis (EGA), which not only takes into account the absolute and relative differences between the device reading and a reference value, but also addresses the clinical significance of this difference. EGA plots the values obtained by the monitoring device against the reference values into five zones, each of which has clinical significance based on varying degrees of accuracy and inaccuracy of glucose estimations, which would lead to either correct or incorrect treatment decisions (32) . Similarly, CGM accuracy has been evaluated with the continuous glucose-error grid analysis (CG-EGA), which adds rate and direction of change to single-point glucose accuracy (33, 34) . CG-EGA analyzes pairs of reference and sensor readings as a bi-dimensional time series that takes into account physiological time lags (34 (36) . As with SMBG systems, MARD values in the hypoglycemic range <70 mg/dL were higher (17.6% for the G4 Platinum and 24.6% for Enlite) (36) . However, the G4 Platinum (software 505) CGM system reported improved accuracy in the hypoglycemic range compared to previous-generation devices, with an overall MARD of 9% at all glucose ranges (23,37). Currently, the Dexcom G5, which uses new software and was recently approved by the FDA, is the most accurate personal CGM on the market (Table 1) . Research targeting CGM calibration algorithms is ongoing, with the goal of further improving accuracy, especially in the hypo-and hyperglycemic ranges, and this research continues to show promising results (38) .
Although CGM devices are currently approved by the FDA for adjunct use only and require SMBG for insulin dosing decisions, the new data suggest that the considerable improvements in CGM accuracy in the latest generation of sensors could allow implementation of CGM systems as a stand-alone tool for glucose monitoring. An in-silico study of CGM, insulin pump, and SMBG data found that using CGM rather than SMBG for insulin dosing decisions was feasible at MARD values ≤10% and that further accuracy improvement did not substantially improve glycemic outcomes (39) .
Clinical Experience and Barriers to CGM Use
Despite a growing body of evidence of the clinical benefits of CGM and the continually improving accuracy of CGM devices, this technology is not yet widely used. The nationwide T1D Exchange clinic registry, which includes 76 endocrinology practices and m a r i a n i e t a l .
>26,000 enrolled subjects with type 1 diabetes, recently reported 11% CGM use overall, compared to 62% use of insulin pump therapy across all age-groups (40) . In addition, documented CGM use tends to decrease over time, although less so in adult patients (10) . There may be multiple reasons why this technology is not embraced in clinical use to the same degree as other technologies such as insulin pump therapy. Some obstacles identified include cost and reimbursement issues, clinicians' unwillingness to learn or implement new technology, and user factors such as alarm fatigue and perceptions of inaccuracy or interference with daily life.
Several studies of quality-of-life factors indicate that individual experiences with CGM can be quite variable (41, 42) . In a large survey of 877 CGM users with the Dexcom Seven Plus System, most (>80%) reported an improved sense of control over diabetes and confidence in the management and avoidance of hypoglycemia (41) . In the same survey, satisfaction with device accuracy was an independent predictor of greater perceived control over diabetes, perceived hypoglycemic safety, and interpersonal support. Conversely, equipment malfunction and interference with daily life were major reasons reported by patients for sensor discontinuation (42, 43) . In a qualitative analysis of 100 patient narratives (50 adults with type 1 diabetes and 50 caregivers of children with type 1 diabetes), several barriers to CGM use were identified, despite overall positive experiences noting improved glycemic control, diet and exercise management, quality of life, and physical and psychological well-being. Among the barriers were concerns about accuracy and reliability, financial issues, and the attitudes of health care professionals (44) . Because many of the studies reporting adherence data were performed with earlier-generation devices, we may expect that adherence rates and user experiences will improve over time.
Although CGM alarms are a crucial factor leading to the reduction of hypoglycemia, excessive device alarms can also be erroneous, too frequent, or unnecessary, and therefore lead to alarm fatigue (6, 45) . Many patients report alarm fatigue as a major barrier to CGM use and adherence (42, 43) . Earlier studies of first-generation CGM technology found that up to 30% of all alarms, and up to 50% of alarms for hypoglycemia, may have been false (46, 47) . Although newer CGM systems have improved accuracy, alarm fatigue and perceptions of inaccuracy of the alarms may make users less likely to respond to hyperor hypoglycemia. On the other hand, confidence in the device accuracy can result in increased use of CGM (42,48). Hopefully, as the technology advances and accuracy continues to improve, user acceptance and confidence in the utility of CGM will increase as well.
Device Connectivity
Continuing progress in interconnectivity between blood glucose monitoring devices, including CGM and SMBG devices, and insulin pumps offers much promise for the near future. Sensor-augmented insulin pump therapy has been shown to result in greater A1C reductions than multiple daily insulin injections without an increase in the frequency or severity of hypoglycemic events (16) . Integration of CGM technology with insulin pumps, such as the Medtronic MiniMed 530G with Enlite, has allowed implementation of a threshold-suspend feature, which allows suspension of insulin delivery for up to 2 hours in the setting of hypoglycemia and has been shown to reduce nocturnal hypoglycemic events (49) .
Improved communication between devices can further enhance the patient experience. For example, direct communication via Bluetooth technology between the CGM transmitter in the Dexcom G5 system and m a r i a n i e t a l . 
